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In the interest of clarity. 
Numbers in the Office Action. 

1. With this Response, 
76-81 are pending, which Appli 

2. The Examiner objected 
In Claim 1 (line 7), the 

" the synchronous mirror delay 
definite articles (i.e., i<; the") in clajm 
preamble. Nevertheless, Applicant 
"a synchronous mirror delay circuit,' 

In Claim 5 (line 6), the 
circuit" to fc4 the synchronous mirror 
using only definite articles (i.e., 
limiting preamble. Nevertheless^ 
the phrase "a synchronous mirror, 
addition. Applicant also deleted 
delay (SMD)" (on line 7) as 
Examiner suggested deleting the \ 
doing so, Applicant respectfully 

In Claim 9 (lines 7-8), thk 
to "the synchronous mirror delay ■ 
articles (i.e., 'the' 1 ) in claim 
Nevertheless, Applicant has chanj 
synchronous mirror delay circuit,! 

In Claim 14 (line 1), App 
as requested 

In Claims 15-17, Appl 
requested. 

Applicant has made other' 



tl e Item Numbers below correspond to the Examiner's Item 



icentwil 



Applicant has added claims 76-8 L Thus, Claims 1-30, 34, and 
presently discuss, 
to various informalities in Claims 1, 5 ? 9 a and 14-17. 

suggested changing "a synchronous mirror delay" to 
ciifcuit. Applicant disagrees with the necessity of using only 
elements that are earlier mentioned in a non-limiting 
it has shangeel the preamble of Claim 1 to eliminate the phrase 
thus rendering this ^objection as moot. 

suggested changing "a synchronous mirror delay 
delay circuit." Applicant disagrees with the necessity of 
'i he") ii claim elements that are earlier mentioned in a non- 
applicant hasichanged the preamble of Claim 5 to eliminate 



1 

Eiaminer 
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REMARKS 



delay 



circuit, 



l tl e 



|jedi 



thus rendering this objection as moot. In 
word ''circuit'* follovfing the phrase ^synchronous mirror 

! i 

reduridant since the: SMD is,; in fact, a circuit Also, in line 7, the 

t ■ 

Word "in." Wtiile Applicant disagrees with the necessity of 
rjade the change (at line 8). . 
Examiner suggested changing u a synchronous mirror delay" 
Applicant cjisagrees with the necessity of using only definite 
elemjE >ht$ that are earlier mentioned in a non-limiting preamble. 



Ii 

the preamble of Claim 9 to eliminate the phrase u a 



thus :*enderiip this objection as moot. 

icant harmonized the preamble with the preamble in Claim 13, 



ica it harmonizedithe preambles with the preamble in Claim 13, as 



various corrections where suggested. 
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3. The Examiner rejected! 



as based on a disclosure which is !iot en 



abling-.jMore specifically, the Examiner asserts that the 
decoder 30 and multiplexors 28 and 46 are "critical or essential to the practice of the invention, 
but not included in the claims or £ f circu:/t wtbojut these elements is not enabled by the 
disclosure." Respectfully, Applicant traverses 'and requests withdrawal. 

As per Claim 13, the Exalniner has also asserted that "the specification does not enable a 
phase detector connected to a SMD circuit as recited, i.e., as shown in Fig. 1 of the present 
invention, the phase detector 26 is Inot connected to the SMD 12." Applicant has amended Claim 
13 to specify that the phase detector is in "electronic communication" with the SMD, as 



representatively illustrated in Figi; 



Regarding whether the elements 



w. H, D. 121024 

Patent Response 
Claims 13-18 and 23-25 under35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, 



1 and 



described throughout the Specification, 
decoder 30 and multiplexors 28, 46 must be included in 
icant respectfully directs the Examiner's attention to FIG. 7 



the claim as being "critical," App 

and the following description theisof: 

Although a specific logic airaigemeBt is shown, it is contemplated that any 
suitable control logic mayi be used, to ddfine the conditions of the signals and then 
selecting them accordingly;. Selector 2138 selects, based on the input 240 from the 
phase detector 226 3 whether to put" signal 242 or 244 to input 246 into clock tree 
driver 248. 

See Fig. 7 and Page 1 1, lines 14-V3. As disclosed, it is not required that the memory device of 
Claim 13 be limited to control logic embodied as decoders and multiplexors, but applies to more 

generic functionality embodied as jthe representative selector 238. Applicant has added new 

ij. ;| 

claim 76 to illustrate that in one preferred emb9diment, the phase detector is in electronic 

;ij ' ! jj 

communication with the SMD thrjiugh at least bne of a decoder and one or more multiplexors* 

Applicant has also added new claim 77 1:0 illustrate that in another preferred embodiment, the 

j; ', \ i' 

phase detector is in electronic consummation vfiih the SMD through a decoder and one or more 
multiplexors. 

As per Claims 14-17, thdfexaminer rejected these claims for the same reasons as noted 

jjl f • ij 

in Claim 13. Respectfully, Applicant traverses and requests withdrawal. More specifically, 

•I ! . : ! 

Applicant notes that since Claimsjl 14-17 depend from Claim 13, and Applicant's belief that 
Applicant's arguments have successfully overcome the Examiner's rejection of Claim 13, any 
further rejection to Claims 14-17 
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A$ per Claim 18, the Examiner [rejected the claim for the same reasons noted in 
Claim 13. More specifically, the' ixamiLer prelumably asserts that decoders and multiplexors 
are critical elements and must therefore be inchaded in the claim. Respectfully, Applicant 
traverses and requests withdrawal] Morp specifically, Applicant asserts that it is not required that 
the SMD system of Claim 1 8 be limited^ to control logic embodied as decoders and multiplexors, 
but applies to more generic functionality embodied as the representative selector 238 in Fig. 7, as 
previously elaborated upon with respect to Claiim 13. Applicant has added new claim 78 to 



i 

illustrate that in one preferred embodiment, the 



phase detector is associated with the SMD 



through at least one of a decoder jmd onp or mere multiplexors. Applicant has also added new 
claim 79 to illustrate that in anothfer preferred embodiment, the phase detector is associated with 
the SMD through a decoder and cme or laore multiplexors. In much the same way Applicant 
asserts that the phase detector is in "electronic communication'" with the SMD in Claim 13, 
Applicant further asserts that the phase detector is also "associated with" the SMD as recited in 
Claim 1 8 (line 3), as representatively illustratec in Fig. 1 and described throughout the 
Specification. Accordingly, further amendmen; of Claim 18 is not deemed necessary. 

As per Claims 23-25, the Examiner rejected these claims for the same reasons noted in 
Claim 13. More specifically, the jExamiper presumably asserts that decoders and multiplexors 
are critical elements and must therefore be included in the claim. Respectfully, Applicant 
traverses and requests witlidrawalj.! Mor^ specijically, Applicant asserts that the SMD system of 
Claim 23 is not limited to control logic embodied as decoders and multiplexors, but applies to 
more generic functionality embodied as the representative selector 238 in Fig. 7, as previously 
elaborated upon with respect to Cl'aim 13. Applicant has added new claim 80 to illustrate that in 



one preferred embodiment, the phase detector is in operational association with the SMD through 



at least one of a decoder and one br morb multiplexors. Applicant has also added new claim 81 
to illustrate that in another prefe embodiment, the phase detector is in operational association 

with the SMD through a decoder and onL or me re multiplexors. In much the same way 

'I ! i 

Applicant asserts that the phase djejtectoms in "(jtectronic communication'* with the SMD in 
Claim 13 7 Applicant further asserts that the phase detector is in "operational association" with 



the SMD in Claim 23 (line 3), as representative! 



the Specification. Accordingly, further amendment of Claim 23 i$ not deemed necessary. 
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arguments have successfully overcome the Exam: 
rejection to Claims 24-25 is there 
4. The Examiner rejected 



0026 



Patent Response 



Insofar as Claims 24-25 depend from Claim 23, and Applicant's belief that Applicant's 



iner's rejection of Claim 23, any further 
>y obyiated and rendered moot. 

Claims 13-30 and 34 under 35 ILS.C. 112, second paragraph, 



as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which Applicant regards as the indention. Respectfully, Applicant traverses and requests 
withdrawal. ! i 

; j 

As per Claim 13, the Examiner iasserts that ct the phase detector is not connected to the 

|l - i [ 

SMD as recited, but rather, it is usjed for determining whether CIN or CIN* is used as an input to 
the SMD or bypassed the SMD ajtogethjsr..." >jjpplicant has amended Claim 13 to specify that 
the phase detector is in "electronic; communication" with the SMD, as previously elaborated 
upon. i I i 

The Examiner further rejected Claim 1 



elements and structural relationships between these elements, such omissions allegedly 



amounting to a gap between the e 



10 



as being incomplete for omitting essential 



ements, the omitted elements allegedly being the decoder. 



Applicant notes that since Claims 



multiplexors, and their structural relationships to the rest of the circuits. Respectfully, Applicant 
traverses and requests withdrawal 



for the reasons previously presented above in addressing the 
rejection of Claim 13 under § 1 1-2 (1). j 

Hie Examiner further asserted that the recitation "at least one of the conditions reduces a 



number of effective delay stages i m the SMD" en the last line appears misdescriptrve because the 
delay stages in the SMD are physical stages. Applicant has amended Claim 13 to specify that for 
at least one of the conditions, a niimber of delay stages is reduced for a selected signal to pass 
through the memory device. 

As per Claims 14-17, thel Examiner rejected these claims for the same reasons as noted 
in Claim 13. Respectfully, Applicant traverses land requests withdrawal. More specifically, 



14- 17! depend from Claim 13, and Applicant's belief that 



Applicant's arguments have successfully overcome the Examiner's rejection of Claim 13, any 

further rejection to Claims 14-17 'is thereby obviated and rendered moot 

! j j' 

As per Claim 18, the Examiner rejected the claim for the same reasons noted in 

Claim 13. Respectfully, Applicant traverses and requests withdrawal. In much the same way 

i |f 

Applicant asserts that the phase detector is in "electronic communication" with the SMD in 
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Claim 13, Applicant further asserts thatjthe phase detector is also "associated with" the SMD in 

i > ; 

Claim 1 8 (line 3), as previously elaborated upon in addressing the rejection of Claims 13 and 1 8 

i 1 
under § 112(1). ; ; 

• i 

As per Claim 19, the Examiner asserts that the recitation on line 4 is misdescriptive 

i : 

because "it does not make any sense to recite a node related to a signal." Applicant has amended 



es the external clock signal to produce ON, CIN% 



and CDLY. Explicit support forfthis amendment is found in the Specification, to wit, "An 
external clock signal 16 is input into receiver snd buffer 18. This produces clock input signal 20 
(ON), inverted clock input signal 1 (CINf) 21 aid clock delay signal 22 (CDLY)." Page 5, lines 
15- J 8. Thus, instead of a node relating to a signal, Claim 19 now recites that the input buffer 

j"; j J 

receives the external clock signal* to produce CIN, CIN\ and CDLY- 

In addition;, the Examiner 'further asser ed that the recitation "at least one of the 
conditions reduces a number of effectivje delay stages in the SMD" on the last line of Claim 19 

I'- i 

appears misdescriptive because the delay stages in the SMD are physical stages. Applicant has 
amended Claim 1 9 to specify that for at least one of the phases, a number of delay stages is 
reduced for a selected signal to pass through the circuit 

As per Claims 20-22, thi Examiner rdjected these claims for the same reasons as noted 

f; j | 

in Claim 19. Respectfully, Applicant traversei; and requests withdrawal. More specifically, 
however, Applicant notes that siiice Claims 20-22 depend from Claim 19, and Applicant's belief 

that Applicant's arguments havej$uccedsfully overcome the Examiner's rejection of Claim 19, 

j . i 

any further rejection to Claims 2p-22 isj thereby obviated and rendered moot. 

As per Claims 23-25, thelExaminer rejected these claims for the same reasons as noted 
in Claims 13,16, and 14, respectively. jRespeetfully, Applicant traverses and requests 

withdrawal. ! j 

■i • 

More specifically, in regards to rejecting Claim 23 for the same reasons noted in 

Claim 13, the Examiner rejected CI aim! 1 3 for. three reasons: i) the Examiner asserted that the 

i ■ i 

phase detector is not connected tb the SMD, iil) the Examiner asserted the claim was incomplete 
for omitting essential elements a aid structural jelationships between these elements, such 

; f 

omissions allegedly amounting to a gap between the elements, the omitted elements allegedly 
being the decoder, multiplexors, and their structural relationships to the rest of the circuits; and 
iii) the Examiner asserted that thje recitation "< t least one of the conditions reduces a number of 
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effective delay stages in the SMD" on the last 
stages in the SMD are physical stages. As to the 
the same way Applicant asserts tftat the phase 
SMD in Claim 13, Applicant further asserts thlbt 
with the SMD in Claim 23 (line 3), as previously 

ithe second point 



Claim 23 under § 112(1). As to 
previously elaborated upon, elements have not 
claims 80-81, as previously elaborated upon. 
Applicant has amended Claim 23 ito specify 
selected signal to pass through ine SMD. 



iine appears misdescriptive because the delay 

first point (i.e., unconnected elements), in much 
ietector is in "electronic communication" with the 
the phase detector is in "operational association" 
elaborated upon in addressing the rejection of 
(Le., omitted elements);, Applicant asserts, as 
been omitted. Nevertheless, Applicant added new 
\s to tbe third point (i.e., misdescriptive last line), 
a number of delay stages is reduced for a 



that 



In regards to the rejection of Claim 24 for 



Examiner' 



Appl 



notes that since Claim 24 depends from Claim 
arguments have successfully overcome the 
rejection to Claim 24 is thereby obviated and 
In regards to the rejection! jof Claim 25 

notes that Claim 14 was rejected [for the same 

l' 

reasons given for rejecting Claim; 13, only the : 

)'' 

Claim 25, that is, that the recitation '"the number 

reduced" on the last line is misdescriptive. 

i ■ 

this assumption is mistaken. In response, hov 
that for the second phase, the number of delay 
through the SMD. j 

As per Claim 26, the Examiner asserted 
and not understood. Applicant has amended 

the wherein clause to specify thatj the limitaticlns 

'I 

elements. Rather, the "phase detection and se 
describe selectively feeding CIKpr CIN* into' 
wherein a number of delay stages is reduced 
which find elements and/or structure for support 



The Examiner also asserted that the recitation 



stages is reduced" on the last line appears mis 
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the same reason noted in Claim 16, Applicant 
23 3 and Applicant believes that Applicant's 
y s rejection of Claim 23, any further 
jendered moot. 

for the same reason noted in Claim 14, Applicant 
reasons noted in Claim 13 . As for the three 
third reason appears applicable to the language of 
of effective delay stages of the SMD is 
icant request$ clarification from the Examiner if 
ever, Applicant has amended Claim 25 to specify 
stages is reduced for a selected signal to pass 



that the recitation on the last four lines is unclear 
(plaim 26 to delete the word "and" (at line 6) before 
following the wherein clause are not structural 
ection circuit 5 ' recited in the last four lines 
a SMD based upon output signal combinations 
a selected signal to pass through the system, 
earlier in the language of the claim. 

(C wherein a number of effective delay 
descriptive because the delay stages in the SMD 



far 
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aim 26 to specify that a number of delay stages is 



reduced for a selected signal to paiss through the system. 

As per Claims 27-30, the Examiner rejected these claims for the same reasons as noted 
in Claim 19. Respectfully, Applicant traverses and requests withdrawal. Moie specifically, 
Applicant notes that since Claim 27 depends from Claim 26 and Claims 28-30 depend from 
Claim 27, and Applicant believes that Applicant's arguments have successfully overcome the 
Examiner's rejection of Claim 26, any further rejection to Claims 27-30 is thereby obviated and 
Tendered moot. 

As per Claim 34, the Examiner asserted that "the functional recitation on the last four 
lines does not have any elements and/or structure to support." Applicant has amended Claim 34 
to delete the word "and" (at line 14) before the wherein clause to specify that the limitations 
following the wherein clause are not structural elements. Rather, the "timing conditions" recited 
in the last four lines describe the timing conditions of lines 10 and 14. Similarly, CIN, CDLY, 
and the SMD also find elements and/or structure for support earlier in the language of the claim. 

5. Applicant thanks the Examiner for considering Applicant's earlier arguments with 
Tespect to the claims. 

6. The Examiner indicates Claims 1-12 are allowed after the objections noted in § 2 are 
overcome. Fully believing Applicant has overcome the objections noted in 

section 2, Applicant respectfully submits that these claims should now be allowed. 

-22, 26-30, and 34 would be allowable if rewritten 
1 12, second paragraph. Fully believing Applicant 



7. The Examiner indicates Claims 19- 
to overcome the rejections(s) under 35 U.S.C 



has overcome the rejections(s) under 35 U.S. CD. 1 12, second paragraph, Applicant respectfully 
submits that these claims should now be allowed. 

8. Applicant believes Applicant has taken steps to overcome any perceived 
indefiniteness problems noted in the Office Action regarding Claims 13-1 8 and 23-25, Fully 



believing Applicant has overcome any percen 



submits that these claims should now be allowed, 
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CONCLUSION 



Applicant believes Applicant has overcome the Examiner's objections and rejections to 
Claims 1-30 and 34. Moreover, Lppli cant, believes that pending Claims 1-30, 34, and 76-81 are 
in a condition for allowance, which Applicant; respectfully requests. 

Applicant believes this R ssponse shoujd allow the Examiner to allow the above- 



referenced patent application to issue as a U.S 



specification or claims. Thus, Applicant also requests notification to that effect. 



If questions should arise, 



please telephone the undersigned attorney. 
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EXTENSION OF TERM 



petition for a extension of time, in which case 



©031 
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The proceedings herein are for a patent application, and the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136 
apply. Applicant does not believe this Response requires an extension of time. However, 
Applicant requests a conditional petition in case Applicant inadvertently overlooked the need to 



Applicant requests that any and all applicable 



charges be charged to Applicant's Deposit Account, 232053. Applicant intends this 



authorization to be carried throughout the 
37 CFR 1.136. ! 



L 

pendi 



ency of this Application, in full accordance with 



Respectfully submitted, 



Dated: 



1 0^0 3 




Jbhn H. D'Antico 
Registration No. 45,917 
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